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- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 31 August 2007 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) E3 Claim(s) 1-15 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-15 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 31 August 2007 is/are: a)KI accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The amendment filed on 8/31/2007 has been fully considered and made of 
record. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4/ Claims 11-13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

In particular, the phrase "each plurality of lamination portions" lacks proper 
antecedent basis, and it is therefore unclear what constitutes the recited linear 
alignment. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

6. Claim 11, as best understood, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Lee (US6077054 to Lee et al.). 

The rejection still applies to the claim as amended, and is therefore maintained. 
See the Office Action mailed on 6/1/2007 and the Response to Arguments below. 
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Regarding the newly added limitations, they are disclosed by Lee. In particular, each 
lamination portion has a radially internal edge (see edge of laminations facing 61 in Fig. 
3) mutually seated side by side with the radially internal edge of an adjacent lamination 
portion so as to define a rectilinear alignment of each of the plurality of laminations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 1-4, 6, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lee (US6077054 to Lee et al.) in view of Lilie (WO01/73923 to Lilie et 
al.). 

The rejection is maintained. See the Office Action mailed on 6/1/2007. See the 
Response to Arguments below. 

9. Claims 5 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee and Lilie in view of Laskaris (US5318412 to Laskaris et al.). 

Regarding claim 5, the rejection is maintained. See the Office Action mailed on 
6/1/2007. See the Response to Arguments below. 

Regarding claim 15, Lee, Lilie, and Laskaris disclose substantially the same 
invention as the Applicant except for the projection seating region having a triangular 
geometry. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
engineering design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize a triangular 
geometry, because Applicant has not disclosed that this geometry provides an 
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advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem that would not 
be provided or solved by other geometries, such as square, rectangular, or some other 
geometry. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected the 
invention to work equally well with any of the listed geometries because they would 
perform equally well. 

Therefore it would have been prima facie obvious to modify the invention of Lee, 
Lilie, and Laskaris to obtain the invention as specified in claim 15 because such a 
modification would have been considered a mere design consideration which fails to 
patentably distinguish over the prior art of Lee, Lilie, and Laskaris. Moreover, the 
Examiner takes Official Notice of the fact that generally triangular geometries are known 
in keying features, and it therefore have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to utilize such a geometry in the keying features (projection seating region) of Lee, Lilie, 
and Laskaris. 

10. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lee and Lilie in view of Anderson (US3043994 to Anderson et al.). 

The rejection is maintained. See the Office Action mailed on 6/1/2007. See the 
Response to Arguments below. 

11. Claims 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee in view of Anderson. 

The rejection is maintained (though taking into consideration the change in 
dependency). See the Office Action mailed on 6/1/2007, the arguments still apply to 
claim 12 as amended. See the Response to Arguments below. With respect to the 
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limitations newly added to claim 14, as best understood, the rejection still applies. In 
particular, each lamination portion has a radially internal edge (see edge facing 61 in 
Fig. 3) mutually seated side by side with the radially internal edge of an adjacent 
lamination portion so as to define a rectilinear alignment of each of the plurality of 
laminations. 

12. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee in 
view of Laskaris. 

The rejection is maintained (though taking into consideration the change in 
dependency). See the Office Action mailed on 6/1/2007, the arguments still apply to the 
claim as amended. See the Response to Arguments below. 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments filed 8/31/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In particular, with respect to claim 11, Applicant argues that Lee disclose each 
lamination element having two internal axial extensions and a single end radial 
extension, whereas in Applicant's invention there is a single internal axial extension and 
two end radial extensions. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. In Lee, as in Applicant's invention each 
lamination element is formed from two lamination portions, each lamination portion 
having a radial extension and at least part of an internal axial portion of the lamination 
element. Moreover, as claimed, there is no recitation requiring the axial portion to be 
continuous. This is further strengthened by the recitation "at least one of said... at least 
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part of the internal axial extension" (Ins. 7 and 8 of claim 1 ), which implies that the axial 
portion can be fragmented, or, for example located only on one of the lamination 
portions. The same argument applies to claim 14. 

With respect to claims 1-4, 6, 9, and 10, Applicant argues (page 10) the 
construction of claim 1 has a lamination stack having a continuous annular external 
lateral surface , obtained by equally spaced lamination elements, whereas Lee has 
block laminations disposed angularly away from each other, defining a discontinuous 
lateral surface. Applicant also argues that this block distribution may also be present on 
the internal surface of the lamination stack, though the figures do not shows this. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. First of all, it is clear from the figures that 
the internal surface is continuous, and arguments based on what might be present 
when the figures suggest otherwise carry no weight. Moreover, Applicant is arguing 
limitations which are not present in the claims. In particular, in claim 1 there is no 
requirement for a continuous annular external lateral surface, nor a requirement for 
equally spaced lamination elements. 

Applicant also appears to argue that while in Lee both the axial and radial 
extensions are mutually seated, whereas in Applicant's invention only the radially 
internal edges are mutually seated side by side. Applicant's attention is drawn to the fact 
that Lilie is used as a secondary reference teaching forming an annular core of 
laminations spaced at equal angular separations, by first providing a rectilinear 
alignment of laminations having their radially internal edges mutually seated, followed 
by deforming this rectilinear alignment into the annular arrangement. The combination 
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of the two references applies the method of Lilie to laminations elements having the 
structure presented in Lee. 

Regarding the remaining claims, Applicant argues their allowability based on 
their dependence from allowable claims 1 and 11. Since claims 1 and 11 are not 
allowable, this argument is moot. 

Conclusion 

14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
. extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Livius R. Cazan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8032. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/519,010 Page 8 

, • ' " Art Unit: 3729 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/LRC/ 11/08/2007 




